tices, and gains from college" (p. 22).
In this paper, we take up Mauksch's challenge and examine the scholarship on structural arenas that influence teaching in higher education. We draw on scholarship in and about sociology as well as the general literature on teaching and learning at the college or university level. Studying formal organizations, Coser (1974) coined the term "greedy institutions" to refer to organizations that place high demands on employees. Greedy institutions "seek exclusive and undivided loyalty, and they attempt to reduce the claims of competing roles and status positions on those they wish to encompass within their boundaries" (p. 4).
The greediness of postsecondary institutions is evident in the multiple, and often exclusive, roles that are expected of faculty, including but not limited to: excellence in classroom teaching, accessibility to individual students outside of class, high-quality advisement, productivity in traditional research or other creative endeavors, acquisition of internal and external funding, service to the discipline, service to the department, service to the institution, and service to the community (McMillin and Berberet 2002; Schuster and Wheeler 1990). The demand characteristic of these occupational components is evident by the extent to which these roles are found regularly in faculty evaluation systems (Braskamp and Ory 1994; Fairweather 1993; Seldin 1999) .
Even institutions that allow significant autonomy in the ways in which roles are performed may be greedy in the amount of time required for successful role performance. Faculty workloads considerably exceed a typical workweek. In reviewing past theory and research on faculty workloads, Meyer (1998) concludes that "whatever the type of institution, faculty seem to work over 40 hours per week at their jobs and often exceed 50 hours per week" (p. 40). This greediness varies by institution type, ranging from an average of 47 hours per week at public two-year institutions to 57 hours per week at public research institutions (p. 41). As expectations develop for increased faculty-undergraduate contact, writing requirements and measurable student learning (Kuh and Hu 2001), the greediness of postsecondary institutions for faculty time can be expected to increase.
Our goal is to provide a review of some of the theory and research in these arenas and suggest directions for future inquiry. This article is organized into four sections. We start by examining some of the forces that lead to institutional "greediness" by locating the system of higher education within the historical and contemporary social world of the United States: Briefly, what are some of the social, political, and economic trends affecting all postsecondary institutions, albeit in varied ways? Our second and third arenas are the institution and department: How do varied structural features of institutions and departments shape the conditions of academic life and the types of demands that are placed on faculty? Finally, we turn our attention to features of the institutional context that help instructors manage the many demands on their time and enhance teaching and learning.
As broad as the topic of institutional context is, it is necessary to narrow our treatment to a manageable size. Related institutional features or trends beyond the scope of this article include increases in developmental education and academic support services for students, general education and other curriculum reform, increased emphasis on diversity and multiculturalism, demographic changes in students, and renewed interest in service learning opportunities (Calhoun 1999 (Slaughter 1993) . Faculty in fields positioned close to the market and located within the broad political discourse on "productivity" were generally retained, while those who were unable or unwilling to participate in the discourse of the market, productivity, and competitiveness were cut (Slaughter 1993 The impact of size and mission is perhaps more significant than the shared facets of the faculty role among schools of differing size. The recent National Survey on Student Engagement (2001) finds that these structural features significantly affect student learning, through outcomes such as level of academic challenge, active and collaborative learning, student interactions with faculty members, enriching educational experiences, and supportive campus environment. Nonetheless, the greediness of academic institutions remains a commonality; the demands on faculty time are high, frequently conflicting, and often problematic to good teaching, even in "teaching-oriented" institutions.
One way of gauging variation and change in the type of greediness found in institutions of higher learning is to examine advertisements for academic positions. Rau and Baker (1989) compared job listings in the ASA Employment Bulletin in 1977 and 1987 and concluded that there was a decline in the importance of teaching and an increase in the importance of research and grant activity across institution type during that time period. Adding 1997 to the analysis, however, Kain (2000) reported two important findings: First, across institution type, the most recent decade had seen a significant increase in the proportion of advertisements that list both teaching and research in the job description. Second, there is a strong linear relationship between institution type and the probability that the job description will list only teaching activities. Fewer than 1 in 10 of the research university advertisements were this type, while fully 7 in 10 of the Baccalaureate II advertisements listed only teaching. However, Mahaffy and Caffrey (2003) found that while most departments in sociology indicate a preference for teaching experience, "few request specific evidence of teaching effectiveness in their job advertisements" and, furthermore, "research-oriented institutions are less likely to request teaching credentials" (p. 203). These analyses of job advertisements illustrate that, from the very beginning of the hiring process, type of institution affects the demands that are placed on faculty members.
We now turn to three different institutional types as we discuss further how institutional culture, mission, type, and size affect demands on faculty and influence teaching. These three categories are ideal types; in reality, institutional type is better understood as situated on a continuum or in a Venn diagram rather than as discrete.
Teaching-Oriented Institutions
Liberal arts and community college teachers are immersed in cultures where collective goals take precedence over individual ones.
Borrowing from Gouldner's (1957) typology, a greater proportion of faculty at these institutions would be classified as "locals," with an eye to the immediate college context, rather than as "cosmopolitan," with an orientation to one's discipline. Caught up in an open-ended service mission and an allencompassing commitment to students' well being, locals play an almost endless number of roles. This sense of intense personal service nonetheless may be coupled with ambiguity about how it will be rewarded, how it is linked to professional growth, and whether it is possible "to do it all" (R. A. Wright 1986; Tierney and Rhoads 1994).
Small-college teachers juggle dual reference groups. Already burdened with many expectations for ways to contribute to college life, the faculty member must repress disciplinary identity for the good of the college, operate under the governance of a dean outside his/her discipline, and find professional support in interdisciplinary groups. At the same time, professional socialization and a sense of identity and growth in the discipline are necessary for scholarly contributions and desirable for self-esteem derived from professional identity (see Sacks and Weiner 1978) .
While most small colleges are teaching institutions, administrators recognize that the professional rewards of each discipline are gained by research activity. From the 1970s to the 1990s, the greatest proportional increases in reported time spent on teaching occurred in liberal arts and twoyear colleges, but these institutional types also witnessed a coincident rise in research hours (Milem, Berger, and Dey 2000) . A recent survey of baccalaureate-granting institutions found that faculty at selective liberal arts colleges were most likely to have both strong research and teaching orientations (Astin 2000). Thus, small colleges are characterized by a dual value structure.
Some small-college faculty handle the competing demands of this dual structure by retreating from the discipline altogether, not attending professional meetings, not writing for scholarly publications, or throwing all their eggs in the basket of service to the college. But for many, there is a continual struggle to maintain and build connections to their disciplines while meeting the demands for service and commitment to individual students made by their institutions In the 1997 National Survey of Faculty, significant proportions of faculty at master's institutions reported that research activity counts more toward faculty advancement than it did five years ago (Huber 1998). The survey also found that faculty at baccalaureate and master's institutions spent more hours preparing to teach than at other classifications of colleges and universities, including community colleges (Huber 1998). Further, this faculty taught more hours per week than instructors at every other classification except community colleges.
Comprehensive colleges and universities have increasing student populations, especially from underrepresented groups and academically underprepared groups (Spangler et al. 1991 ). These changes in student populations have coincided with an increasing demand for quality teaching, in an era of declining resources. As Spangler et al. note, "The desire for quality exists not only among students but also faculty, administrators, governing boards, and legislators, while its nature and measurability remain in dispute and the funds to provide it become increasingly scarce in many states" (p. 25).
The decline in resources, coupled with competing emphases on quality teaching and greater research productivity, contributes to a greediness in the comprehensives that led 
DEPARTMENTAL-LEVEL CHARACTERISTICS
When we move from the institutional to the departmental context, a variety of factors come into play, given the importance of the department culture and the department as a decision-making unit. In all but the smallest colleges, the department most immediately influences faculty and student experience; institutional policies and practices are filtered through and interpreted by colleagues in one's department (Edwards 1999). Although faculty members often explain the variations within their college or university based on disciplinary differences, they also are shaped by departmental histories, traditions, norms, and composition. Departments often perceive the larger institution to be greedy and may give lip service to "protecting their own," but many of the demands on faculty originate with their departments or are implemented by the departments. Departmental personnel committees, along with chairs, are the first tier in communicating performance standards and determining how much is enough for contract renewal, promotion, and discretionary pay increases. However, one frequently neglected topic in this discussion is the standard for effective teaching (M.
Wright 2002).
A decade ago, an American Sociological Association/Association of American Colleges task force wrote Liberal Learning and the Sociology Major, addressing curriculum planning within departments to achieve "study in depth" (Eberts et al. 1990 ). At least 6 of the 13 recommendations to departments specifically focused on teaching and learning issues, such as alignment between students' needs and departments' goals and practices, promotion of active learning, and development of data analysis, communication, and higher-order thinking skills.
The ASA Council endorsed the report and encouraged departments to adopt its recommendations. From the very beginning there were hints that implementation of these recommendations might not be easy. A number of factors constrain departments from working toward the goals of the report, including: 1) a lack of agreement on the proper content of the introductory courses, 2) the way we currently teach introductory sociology, 3) pressure from the University to service as many students as possible, 4) the popularity of sociology courses as upper-division electives, and 5) our willingness to allow professors to teach whatever they wish. (Schwartz 1990:488) Many of these barriers point to the need for more discussions of instructional issues. However, the level of collegial trust within departments is a factor in initiating and sustaining such discussions. If faculty members do not trust their colleagues, they may fear that attention to good teaching will raise suspicions of inadequate attention to scholarship or that voicing concerns about teaching indicates a deficiency in teaching ability (Benezet 1977; Kramer 2001; Tierney 1997) . A high level of mutual trust is needed to collectively pursue discussions of (and perhaps research in) teaching (e.g., a "discipline-based faculty group" advocated by Cross and Steadman 1996:xiii). The level of trust needed is possibly higher for teaching discussions than for discussions of research where a product is created that can be separated from the researcher in a way that teaching cannot be separated from the teacher.
Departments' demographic profiles (e.g., racial/ethnic and gender diversity) may influence trust among colleagues (Kanter 1977; R. Kramer 1995). For example, Boice (1993) found that white male newcomers were, on average, more involved on their campuses than were women or faculty of color. Furthermore, he found that such involvement was an important predictor of faculty success. Men and women, at both junior and senior faculty levels, reported significantly different experiences in some areas of faculty life related to professional achievement. In their study of campus climate at one large university, Bronstein and Farnsworth (1998) These findings point up the difficulty of cracking the departmental culture of "don't ask, don't tell" when it comes to teaching. Since departmental (let alone interdepartmental) instructional discussions are relatively rare, the norm of teaching as personal and private must be very strong. Leaving teaching as an unshared and unanalyzed activity contributes to the greediness of the institution and departments. When the amount of time and mental effort required to teach well remains unarticulated, faculty time outside class is defined as "free" for committee meetings, grant writing, research projects, curriculum development, and even "extra service" courses (Berberet and McMillin 2002) .
The consequences of unmet institutional expectations for quality performance in teaching, research, grant writing, service, and other demands on faculty time are cur-rently less severe for tenured faculty than for junior faculty. While their inability to meet expectations or to sufficiently document that they have met expectations may deprive tenured faculty members of promotion, their employment remains secure. However, with continued requirements for accountability, calls for post-tenure review, and pressures to take on new roles (e.g., fundraising, alumni relations, and community outreach), the effects of institutional greediness on senior faculty may become more similar to those for junior faculty.
CONTEXTS THAT ENHANCE TEACHING AND LEARNING
Given the demands placed on faculty and the constraints on their instructional roles, what does encourage the professoriate to spend time and effort on teaching? In this section, we focus on three contextual features that enhance teaching and learning: instructional development initiatives, influences on collaborative teaching culture at the department level, and national organizations and initiatives committed to the scholarship of teaching. How these structural features are integrated into the professional life of the faculty and whether they are perceived as adding to, rather than assisting with, the demands on faculty time and effort varies by individual institution and department. Systematic study is needed to investigate this probable variation.
Instructional Development
Instructional development refers to a wide range of activities, at a variety of levels, through which an institution aims to improve teaching and curriculum and, subsequently, to enhance student learning. The structure of such activities ranges from very informal and decentralized (such as faculty teaching the same course who meet over coffee to discuss teaching issues) to more formal and centralized (as in institutes offered by teaching centers), and from shortterm (e.g., a one-hour presentation) to longterm (e.g., year-long mentoring programs) ( What can be done to reconcile the needs of greedy institutions with the individual's desire for balance? As this article has indicated, structural support for teaching and learning can create institutional contexts that promote professional development and socialization of new faculty. As a community of sociologists, we can contribute to more effective professional socialization of graduate students and junior faculty, to the creation of institutional and departmental contexts that support teaching and learning, to a reward structure better aligned between institutional goals and faculty talents, and to high-quality work on the scholarship of teaching and learning. No other discipline is so well positioned to study the effect of the structure of the academy on teaching and learning outcomes. 
